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UCD-B A03 (600204464-9 US) 

■ REMARKS 

He above amendment is made to put the plication ia otd« foi ^eal. In an 
office action dftted July 14, 2003, the Examiner indioated that there were three (»pti(«i fcr 
regularising the priority claim. Applicant chooses option (A) as suggested by the 
ExaminEr and provides a new pricmty statement. 

Applicant notes that the pri.ori^ claim is exactly that on the filing recdpt. Further 
applicant has checked the filing dates -wiUi the US Patent and Ttademaik OfBoe. He 
attashsd palm print, issued by the office, shows that tbe dates on the filmg receipt are 
consistent with the office' s records. 

The present application is a contimiation of parent U.S. Patent Application Serial 
No. 08/987,591, which in turn is a continuation of grandpaMOt U.S. Patait Application 
Serial No. 08/583,009. The specification of each of said appUcadons is the sione, with the 
exception that the present application and the parent application contain non-substantive 
pare^tapbs refeiring to their lespective lineage. 

It appears that the rcqjiest for ooirection of filing receipt was neither entered nor ■ 
acted on. In any event, it requested an inconect chaise, since the fUing dates U^d on the 
filing receipt are the same as the patent office records. The notation on the filing recdpt 
thai flie date ofthc srandparent application is inconsistent with PTO records appears to he 
a mistake. We undeistand that mistakes such as this happen fiom time to time. 

Applicant has already filed a notice of appeal in this application. An appeal brief 
will be Sled m due course. 
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